Introduction
There is a growing recognition that victims of crime have rights. The Government has declared itself determined to better meet the needs of victims of crime. 3 For this purpose the Domestic Violence, Crime and Victims (DVCV) Act 2004 was introduced, inter alia, to increase the protection, support and rights of victims and witnesses. The Act has introduced a number of measures, including the following:
q The appointment of an independent Commissioner for Victims and Witnesses. 5 q A Code of Practice 6 has been published, which supersedes the Victims Charter and is binding on all criminal justice agencies. Its aim is to ensure that all victims receive the support, protection, information and advice they need.
q A Victims' Advisory Panel 7 has been established with the purpose of advising the Government on issues relating to victims and witnesses. 
Clinicians sharing information with the victim.
The Home Office guidance states that the provisions of the DVCV Act 2004 do not place any statutory duty on clinicians to disclose information to victims and that the information whose disclosure is required under the DVCV Act relates to discharge and conditions of discharge. 13 8 Pinfold reported that mental health professionals are uncertain about what information they may share, and that policy guidance is both inconsistent and scattered in a range of documentation. 14 There is a range of information that clinicians could potentially share with a victim, starting with when and to where a MDO is likely to be discharged, to details of treatment and previous history. A victim could reasonably argue that they are entitled to know when clinicians intend to recommend that a MDO is released; however it is quite another matter and would be in breach of the MDO's right to confidentiality to provide a victim with details of treatment and previous history. If however the risk assessment process identifies an individual at future risk from an MDO, then the right and the duty to disclose proportionately would arise.
One additional point for clinicians treating MDO's is that the Home Office guidance sets out some non-statutory good practice points. 15 In particular it is recommended that the Home Office will notify the Victim Liaison Officer (VLO) 16 where a patient is transferred to a different hospital and that the VLO will then make contact with the new Responsible Medical Officer (RMO). The guidance does not go on to say this, but a clinician who is not contacted within a reasonable period of a patient being transferred to his/her care could potentially seek to make inquiries as to the identity of the VLO for any victim. 17 confirmed for the first time that victims have rights that can be enforced. In 1994 G was convicted of the manslaughter of his child. The MHRT refused T's application to be joined as a party to the proceedings. 18 Subsequently the MHRT ordered a conditional discharge. T, the mother of G's child, asked the MHRT to inform her of the current level of risk, conditions of treatment and any limitation on G's residence in a particular locality, conditions of treatment and date of release. The MHRT refused to provide her with this information. T argued that her rights under Article 2 19 Court stated that under rule 21 21 the MHRT had discretion upon disclosure, and that in the circumstances of this particular case there was no reason why T should not be told information about discharge, in particular, conditions as to restricting his area of residence and from contacting any particular person. Counsel for the MHRT 22 argued that it was not a function of a tribunal to take steps to promote the peace of mind or physical well-being of individual members of the public. 23 However Mr Justice Scott Baker decided that: "It seems to me necessary to ask what need the seeker...has for the information being sought", 24 and continued that it may be of benefit to the patient that a victim's concerns are allayed as far as possible. 25 Subsequently the DVCV Act 2004 has given victims 26 of MDOs subject to restriction orders, limitation directions and restriction directions, the statutory right to make representations and to receive certain information from the MHRT. However the Act does not provide the same rights to information for victims of patients who are not in one of the above categories, 27 but who are nevertheless victims of a violent and sexual crime. One victim group argues that these rights to basic information should be extended to all victims of violent and sexual crime regardless of whether a restriction order has been applied. 28 The Act also does not apply to victims of incidents that occurred prior to 1 July 2005 as the legislation is not retrospective. However the guidance note from the MHRT makes it clear that if such victims give notice of their wish to be informed of any tribunal hearings they will have certain limited rights. 29 In particular paragraph 15 states "The victim shall have the right to a) apply to the tribunal in order to give evidence to the hearing, and b) to submit to the Tribunal any written evidence that he or she wishes the tribunal to consider."
The MHRT sharing information with the victim.

Prior to the DVCV Act 2004, victims of MDO's had very few rights to information. In 2002 the case of T v Mental Health Review Tribunal (Defendant) & G (Interested Party)
In relation to sharing information, paragraph 12 of the MHRT guidance note states that the Tribunal Secretariat will inform the VLO 30 of the outcome of the hearing in writing within seven days. The guidance note from the Home Office 31 sums up the position when it states that the purpose of giving information to the victim is to reassure the victim and is not intended to lead to the disclosure of any information which is covered by patient confidentiality.
Giving victims a voice
There are two elements to giving victims a voice: (1) Giving the victim a voice with the healthcare team of the MDO prior to the MHRT; and (2) giving the victim a voice at the MHRT.
The voice of victims of MDOs has in the past rarely been heard either by healthcare teams treating 
Giving victims a voice with the healthcare team
It has been argued that if professionals working with MDOs actively sought to engage victims and hear their voice, the risk assessment undertaken by professionals might be enhanced. 32 Additionally if victims contributed in this way, the future care plan for the patient would be better informed and patients could also benefit from understanding the impact of their crime on the victim.
The arguments against engaging with victims tend to centre on issues of patient confidentiality, and the public interest criterion for breaching patient confidentiality is rarely applied. 33 Mental health professionals often think that they cannot or should not engage with people who report harassment or incidents involving MDOs. This view is ascribed to a belief ...that "victims belong to the criminal justice system while patients belong to the health care system." 34 However recent guidance from the Mental Health Unit of the Home Office 35 now makes it clear that: "It is for the clinical team and the VLO to decide the level of contact between them eg whether or not the VLO should attend any meetings with the team about the case. It may be helpful for the team to know the views of the victim of the offence."
In view of the Home Office guidance, clinicians who do not engage with a VLO in order to ascertain the views of a victim may need to subsequently justify this (to for example a future inquiry), and any decision in relation to this should be carefully documented in the patients' notes. Additionally, as argued above, it could be considered to be good practice for a RMO to seek out a VLO if the VLO does not identify and contact the treating team.
If victims are involved by the treating health care professionals in the risk assessments of MDOs then it is likely that any relevant information would be fed into the tribunal system by the Responsible Medical Officers (RMOs). This would make for a much more holistic approach to the care and treatment of the offender as the victim might have very relevant information to share with the treating team in relation to a particular offender.
Giving victims a voice at the MHRT
Rule 7(f) 36 allows the MHRT to give notice of the hearing to any person who in the opinion of the tribunal should have the opportunity of being heard. A patient might argue that notification to the victim was in breach of his entitlement to respect for his private and family life. Equally however the victim could argue that interference with Article 8(1) was fully justified under Article 8(2) because of the need to protect his or her own rights. The case of T v MHRT & G (Interested Party) 37 was referred to earlier in this article. In February 2001, T had sought leave to seek judicial review of the tribunal's decision to refuse her application to be joined in the proceedings. 38 The Judge in that case concluded that the Regional Chairman had used his discretion reasonably. T could convey her views effectively by way of a written statement. In this case the judge said that there were "obvious difficulties" in having a victim participate in a tribunal hearing.
In considering whether a victim can participate in a MHRT, rule 22(4) 39 states that any party, and with the permission of the tribunal "any other person" may appear at the hearing and "take such part in the proceedings as the tribunal thinks proper". The MHRT guidance note 40 now confirms that there should be a rebuttable presumption in favour of granting the right to the victim to give evidence at the hearing in question, 41 and refers to Rule 5 in enabling the Regional Chairman to exercise this power on behalf of the tribunal at any time up to the hearing. The guidance note plainly now envisages that the victim should be able to give both written and oral evidence.
Allowing a victim to provide evidence at a MHRT raises a number of issues, as follows:- 
* Purpose of the Victim's oral evidence
The role of the MHRT is primarily to consider whether the continuing compulsory detention of a patient is lawful, appropriate and necessary. In determining the involvement of victims and the evidence that they can provide, it is necessary to give careful consideration as to whether the purpose of allowing victims to make representations to the MHRT is to give victims some influence over detention itself, or over the conditions relating to any discharge, or simply to allow victims to become more involved and informed in the process.
A tribunal makes a discharge decision based on clear statutory criteria and a patient's representative might argue that a victim cannot assist the tribunal in this respect. Certainly the evidence of a victim is likely to have very little impact on the decision as to whether the Applicant suffers from a mental disorder. However it may be very useful when the Tribunal considers "protection of others." 42 The Zito Trust argues that the MHRT has a duty to take evidence from identifiable and interested victims or potential victims when considering applications for discharge by MDOs. 43 Of course it may be that some victims are unable to contribute in an appropriate way but the tribunal must judge this on a case by case basis. Other victims may know the patient very well and may be able to make a very valuable contribution in helping the healthcare professionals and the MHRT to build up a complete picture of the patient.
T v Mental
* Cross-examination
If a victim does give evidence in relation to discharge, this gives rise to the very difficult issue of whether the victim could be cross-examined on their evidence. A patient may argue that in accordance with Article 6, 44 he/she is entitled to cross-examine a victim on their evidence. The MHRT needs to ensure that the patient's right to a fair hearing is upheld. For cross examination to be effective, the patient would need to have prior notice of the victim's evidence, in the form of a written statement, which would need to be provided sufficiently far in advance for the patient (and indeed the detaining authority) to investigate the accuracy and relevance of any information contained within it.
Paragraph 18 of the MHRT guidance note states that according to Rule 14(2) "the Tribunal may receive in evidence any document or information, notwithstanding that such document or information would be inadmissible in a court of law." Whether or not a victim could be crossexamined by a patient is an issue best decided by the MHRT President on the basis of whether it is necessary in a particular case in order to ensure that an applicant's right to a fair hearing is not compromised.
* Confidentiality
If the applicant submits any written evidence to the hearing, either in place of or in addition to attending the hearing, then Rule 1249 applies. 46 The guidance note confirms that victims need to be aware that no guarantees can be given that any representations they make will not be disclosed to the patient. 47 In view of Article 5 ECHR and rule 12(2) 48 the MHRT needs to be able to demonstrate fully the justification for any non-disclosure. To date there have been no reported challenges in the courts of England and Wales in respect of the compatibility between rule 12(2) and the Convention.
However there has been a challenge in Northern Ireland, in which Kerr J 49 stated the following:- In relation to the applicant's legal representatives the judge said that "while they may not disclose that material to the applicant, they may nevertheless take his instructions on the themes with which material is concerned." Therefore the patient could present material on matters raised even if he was unaware of the actual contents. The patient is not denied a fair hearing simply because material is withheld but unfairness would arise "if the tribunal failed to acknowledge that the applicant has not been able to see and answer specifically the details of the allegations made against him." He concluded that "provided they are conscious of this and cater for it in their approach to the assessment of the [non-disclosed report], the proceedings will not be unfair to the applicant." 51
"Where disclosure may cause harm to the applicant or the informant [of the information forming the basis of the non-disclosed report], the tribunal must balance the right of the applicant under Article 5(4) with the interests that may be adversely affected if the material is disclosed. In this
In response to this argument, a patient could argue that the outcome of the tribunal will be either that the patient is ready to be discharged, in which case the victim should be clear that there is no longer any threat to their well being and evidence need not be given confidentially, or alternatively the MHRT will consider that the patient is not ready to be discharged, in which case the victim's safety is maintained in any event. This somewhat simplified argument may provide little comfort to a victim who has already been attacked in some way by the patient, and who may have limited confidence in the protection afforded by the system. On occasions MHRTs will release patients who pose a limited risk to the public. For this reason, victims might argue that it is essential that tribunal panels have available to them all possible information from all relevant parties in making their decisions.
Ultimately the test will be whether disclosure would adversely affect the health or welfare of the patient or others. 52 The tribunal will need to consider whether the evidence will adversely impact on the mental state of the patient but the guidance note also clearly states that "others" could include the victim. 53 In practice each case will need to be decided on its merits before a tribunal (or Regional Chairman) as a pre-hearing matter. Sufficient time would need to be given so that the patient's representative could consider whether a challenge should be made. Clearly if such a decision were to be made it would need to be done when the patient is not present. There may also be occasions when the victim may not be present albeit that his/her statement is submitted in evidence. Additionally whether the statement should be admitted in any event is a question that will need to be decided by the MHRT particularly if the patient/patient's representative is not given the opportunity of cross-examining because of the victim's evidence.
* Advocates/ representatives
Advocates or representatives could provide essential guidance and psychological support to victims but they may also be able to resolve issues around the sharing of confidential information, such as where reports could be shared with representatives but not disclosed to the victim and the patient. Many victims want to explain the effect that the crime has had on their lives and want to feel that a court or tribunal has heard what they have to say. This basic psychological need has been recognised by the Government and as a result of the consultation entitled "Hearing the relatives of murder and manslaughter victims" the Government has been piloting victims' advocates in five Crown Court centres from April 2006. 54 In these pilot areas, courts will hear from an advocate speaking on behalf of a victim's family where a conviction for murder or manslaughter is secured. In relation to who will be represented, Lord Falconer has said "Where the deceased was killed by a member of his family, or there are multiple victims, it will be for the judge to decide who should be entitled to representation by an advocate and how." 55 If the pilot is successful, it is conceivable that this service could be extended to MHRTs for the family of a victim of manslaughter. Rule 10(1) 56 allows for "any party" to be represented, but does not deal with funding. The DVCV Act 2004 does not consider the issue of public funding for legal representation of victims. 57 If victims are going to have a genuinely effective and supported voice at MHRTs they would need to have an advocate or representative who is properly funded by the state. 58 Additionally guidance would need to be given as to who specifically would be entitled to this funding. If victims were to be represented at tribunals this would require a large injection of additional resources by the Government. It would be important that any resources made available were additional in order that existing public funds were not diverted from the current representation of patients. There would undoubtedly be a vigorous debate as to whether statefunded representation would be an appropriate use of resources.
* Safety and security.
Issues concerning the safety and security of both patients and victims would need to be considered if a victim were allowed to attend the MHRT, and appear in effect as a hostile witness. Currently the majority of civil courts have a shortage of waiting rooms leaving many victims sitting in the same waiting area as their abuser. 59 Similarly many psychiatric hospitals may not have appropriate facilities, and these would need to be made available. If it is in the interests of justice that victims are heard at tribunals, security issues in themselves can not be a sufficient reason to preclude victims from attending. Many members of staff working in psychiatric hospitals have substantial experience of dealing with violent confrontations between individuals.
In criminal courts vulnerable victims are able to give evidence from a live TV link. If there was a very serious concern in an individual case regarding the safety and security of either party then consideration could be given to employing this method. In order to protect the safety and security of all parties, again additional resources will need to be made available in order that these issues are addressed.
* Influence
It is important that all parties are clear from the outset of the potential impact and influence that victims are going to be able to have in relation to the detention of a patient, in order that there is clarity about the role of different parties. Some might argue that what happens to the patient in all respects should be determined entirely by the MHRT. One reason for this view is a belief that victims should have no influence whatsoever in relation to MDOs on the basis that involving victims in the process could result in inconsistencies in the treatment of patients, depending on the attitude of the victim to the MDO.
However, victims might argue that they should be enabled to voice their views in relation to the patient. It seems unlikely that many will simply want to emote in the tribunal on the basis that the process is cathartic for them.
Instead, some victims may feel that for their own personal safety (and possibly that of other family members) and peace of mind they should seek to influence any conditions attached to the conditional discharge of a patient. If so it would seem appropriate for those victims to give evidence once the issue of discharge had been decided.
Other victims might argue that they could fulfil a crucial role in assisting the Tribunal when it undertook its habitual risk assessment. In this case victims would need to give evidence before the question of discharge had been decided. If these victims are to feel empowered, valued and respected there is likely to be an expectation that their views should influence (but not be decisive on) whether and how the patient is discharged.
The tribunal has a public law duty to consider all relevant evidence and to make sure that the terms of the judgment enable the parties to analyse the reasoning. 60 If a victim does give evidence, the tribunal will therefore have to address the impact that the victim's evidence has had on its conclusions. In the event that the tribunal makes a decision with which a victim does not agree, the victim might have grounds to apply for a judicial review of the tribunal's decision, either for a failure to provide adequate reasons or for failing to take relevant evidence into account. The merit of any claim would depend upon the individual tribunal's decision.
Conclusion
Twenty years ago the UN Declaration on Basic Principles of Justice for Victims of Crime and the Abuse of Power asserted as a primary demand "victims should be treated with compassion and respect for their dignity." However historically the views of victims of MDOs have not been heard, and Mezey et al 61 found in 2002 "almost universal frustration" with the criminal justice system on the part of victims, and a strong sense that the offender was given more support and consideration than the victims bereaved families.
As attitudes towards victims change, a fair balance needs to be struck between the rights of the victim and the patient if the rights of both parties are to be developed and safeguarded. Victims should be enabled to be one part of the process in relation to MDOs. This more holistic approach would encompass a recognition that victims have a right to have their voice heard, and can make a valuable contribution in relation to assessing risk and also in relation to the care and treatment of MDOs, while at the same time recognising that MDOs have rights to dignity and privacy.
The Government has started to recognise the importance of victims and witnesses in achieving a 63 In the light of this guidance, clinicians who do not engage with a VLO in order to ascertain the views of a victim may need to subsequently justify this, and any decision in relation to this should be carefully documented in the patient's notes.
Additionally the MHRT guidance note 64 confirms that there should be a rebuttable presumption in favour of granting the right to a victim to give evidence at the hearing in question. 65 If the Government intends to build on the work it has done to date there are two key issues that it must address as a matter of some urgency. Firstly it needs to consider how it is going to properly publicise and make MHRTs, victims and treating clinicians aware of the provisions of the DVCV Act 2004, the guidance from the MHRT 66 and the guidance for clinicians from the Home Office. 67 Secondly it is essential that sufficient additional resources are made available so that victims can be appropriately and effectively included in the care and treatment of MDOs. If the patient does not apply, their case will be referred to a Tribunal by the Home Secretary every three years. In addition, after a conditionally discharged patient has been recalled, the Home Secretary must refer the case to a Tribunal within one month of recall. The Tribunal will consider whether the individual needs to be detained in hospital for the purposes of mental health treatment.
6. When the Home Secretary refers a patient to the Tribunal, MHU will forward the details of the relevant VLO to the MHRT Office. When an application is made to the Tribunal, the Tribunal office will obtain the details of the relevant VLO from MHU. In both circumstances, the MHRT Secretariat will then inform the VLO of the Tribunal date once it has been set, as well as the date the victim's representations must be received to be considered at the hearing.
7. VLOs should consult victims about their representations relating to discharge conditions and forward them to the Tribunal Office by the specified date.
Disclosure of Victim's Representations to the Offender
8. Victims should be made aware that no guarantees can be given that any representations they make will not be disclosed to the patient.
9. The expectation is that all documents are disclosed to the patient and the circumstances in which documents can be withheld are very limited. Rule 12 of the Mental Health Review Tribunal Rules 1983 allows for the Tribunal to withhold any document from the patient if they consider that disclosure would adversely affect the health or welfare of the patient or others. In such a case the Tribunal must disclose the document to the patient's authorised representative (if the patient has one). This is done on the basis that the representative must not disclose the contents of the document to the patient, either directly or indirectly.
10. It is a decision for the Tribunal whether or not any document should be withheld under Rule 12. Where the victim wishes for this to be considered this should be clearly indicated on the victim's representations. The Tribunal will consider whether or not to disclose the document to the patient. This may be done at the hearing or by the Regional Chairman at a preliminary hearing, under Rule 5. A victim may request to attend in person to argue that a document be withheld, but whether or not this is allowed will be a matter for the discretion of the Tribunal. 
Decision of the Tribunal
12. The Tribunal Secretariat will inform the VLO of the outcome of the hearing, in writing, within seven days. Where a Tribunal decides to direct the conditional discharge of a patient it may defer the discharge until it is satisfied that adequate arrangements have been made for the discharge to take place. It may impose any conditions on discharge for the protection of the public or the patient him/herself, such as residence at a stated address and supervision by a social worker (social supervisor) as well as cooperation with psychiatric treatment. Conditions relevant to victims would relate to 'no contact' conditions or exclusion zones.
13. Transferred prisoners are eligible to be considered by a Tribunal, but they cannot be discharged in this way. However, the Tribunal may make recommendations on how they would have acted had the offender not been a transferred prisoner. Therefore, VLOs may forward the victim's representations about conditions of discharge in these cases, as the Tribunal's deliberations will be forwarded to the Parole Board where appropriate. 15. The MHRT has given careful consideration to the position of victims who have been subject to sexual or violent offences committed by persons who were subsequently detained under the provisions of the Mental Health Act 1983, where such assaults occurred prior to the introduction of the DVCV 2004. The MHRT has determined that where in such circumstances a victim wishes to have access to any future tribunal proceedings concerning that patient, they shall normally be permitted such access on the following terms:
• The victim must give notice to the MHRT of their wish to be informed of any future Tribunal hearing arising in connection with the named patient.
• Such notice must be in writing, and addressed to Mr Jack Fargher, MHRT Head of Administration, 11 Belgrave Road, 5th Floor, London SW1V 1RS. The MHRT will log and acknowledge in writing all such applications.
• The victim will subsequently be informed of the date, time and place fixed for any hearing concerning that patient in advance of the hearing.
• The victim shall have the right a) to apply to the tribunal to attend the hearing in order to give evidence to the hearing, and b) to submit to the Tribunal any written evidence that he or she wishes the Tribunal to consider.
